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Abstract 
As communities continue to grow and change, planners are tasked with finding ideas, 
solutions, and innovation to support renewal, social equity, and economic sustainability. Today 
Breweries are being hailed as a catalyst for economic development and urban renewal through 
their efforts in revitalizing large industrial buildings and being community gathering spaces. 
With investigation of community and economic change in urban neighborhoods through the 
lenses of breweries, we can learn how breweries have impacted the neighborhoods surrounding 
them. This pilot study examines the current conditions and perceptions of community members 
of three neighborhoods in the Greater Cincinnati Region to examine if there is a positive 
perception of brewpubs within urban neighborhoods. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 
Urban revitalization is a hot topic today in planning. This concept is founded by the idea 
that our communities may be in a downward spiral and need re-envision to success and support 
regrowth. In urban areas, these projects come in many forms, whether they are envisioned 
through main street revitalization, community development projects, and some may argue anchor 
stores. These projects each have their own goals and ideas about how to be achieved. One of 
these ideas is the brewery culture. This current trend of using breweries as anchor systems that 
spearhead revitalization is focused on for this report. 
Some situations have shown that craft breweries are start-up investors and responsible for 
domino effects of investments that help revive a neighborhood. In other situations, they are part 
of the more extensive reinvestment process and come in during the process (Reid, 2018). While 
the revitalization process occurs, breweries may become uninterested in areas that have been 
revitalized, and real estate property value is rising. This is good news for areas that are in the 
beginning stages of the revitalization process, as breweries can be attracted to an area where the 
prices are low. They have the opportunity to invest in these types of neighborhoods (Reid, 2018). 
 Overall, cities have begun and continue to recognize the impact of craft breweries and are 
making efforts to adjust codes to allow for the establishment of this industry. With this said, we 
do not fully understand the full impact of breweries has on neighborhoods. These ideas still need 
to be examined and identified so that we can best utilize this industry in our favor (Barajas et al., 
2018). 
This report will begin with some basic definitions and the aspect of the brewery market 
that will be focused. The craft beer market is composed of the microbrewery, brewpub, contract 
brewing company, regional craft brewery, regional brewery, and a large brewery. 
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• A microbrewery is a brewery that produces less than 15,000 barrels of beer per 
year with 75 percent or more of its beer sold off-site.  
• A brewpub is a restaurant-brewery that sells 25 percent or more of its beer on-site. 
The beer is brewed primarily for sale in the restaurant and bar. 
•  A contract brewing company is a business that hires another brewery to produce 
its beer.  
• A regional craft brewery is an independent regional brewery with most of the 
volume in “traditional” or “innovative” beer(s). 
•  A regional brewery is a brewery with an annual beer production of between 
15,000 and 6,000,000 barrels. 
•  A large brewery is a brewery with an annual beer production of over 6,000,000 
barrels (Craft Beer Industry Market Segments, 2018). 
Understanding these different aspects and terminology of the craft brewing industry can 
frame what kinds of marketing segments will be discussed throughout and will define the 
different aspects of the industry. Within this report, brewpubs will be the focus due to the social 
and localism factors involved in the business itself.   
 
 Research Question 
Do the community members perceive Brewpubs as having a positive impact on the 
neighborhood? Do brewpubs have a positive economic and social impact on neighborhood 
development in urban neighborhoods in the Greater Cincinnati Region? 
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 The Greater Cincinnati Region 
 Overview 
Established in 1788, Cincinnati was initially established as a shipping and transportation 
hub that connected the eastern United States to the western expansion along the Ohio River 
Cincinnati was known for being a significant meatpacking center and was nicknamed Porkopolis 
for this fact. This influence was due to the massive amounts of German and Irish immigrants that 
moved to the area. By 1890, Cincinnati was an important industrial, political, literary, and 
educational center in both Ohio and the United States. After World War I and the Great 
Depression, the city did not have the same influence (Cincinnati, Ohio - Ohio History Central, 
n.d.). 
The Greater Cincinnati Region is comprised of three states, Ohio, Kentucky, and Indiana, 
and a population of 2.19 million as of 2018, (Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN | Data USA, n.d.). Today the 
region is home to four major universities, Xavier University, University of Cincinnati, Northern 
Kentucky University, and Miami University-Oxford; and home to major industries such as 
Procter & Gamble, Kroger, Cinergy, and Macy’s inc (Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN | Data USA, n.d.). 
 
 Brewery Industry  
 Historic 
Due to the influence of German heritage on the Greater Cincinnati Region, brewing 
became a primary industry with the region. By 1850 30,758 of the 115,435 population were 
comprised of German Immigrants. This was especially true of the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood, 
where a vast majority of Germans settled. The neighborhood which took on a "German" 
character served as a central brewing district. While English settlers had established breweries 
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prior, the introduction of lager beer in the 1830s increased the number of breweries from 8 in 
1840 to 36 by 1860 (OTR Brewery District | Cincinnati, OH, n.d.). Between the years 1863 and 
1883, the export of beer from Cincinnati tripled and was being sold in all major cities and as far 
as the Rocky Mountains. This increase was also seen in the overall output of beer when it 
increased from 354,000 barrels in 1870 to 656,000 barrels in 1880 and eventually to 1,115,000 
barrels in 1890. This increase in production and, ultimately, consumption, while positive for the 
overall economy of the area, did not fare well with the social environment within the region. The 
district was once a vibrant German tightknit community had changed by the late 1800s, with 
wealthy citizens moving outwards and the area becoming dense and polluted by industry the 
neighborhood changed. The final blow the historic brewing district was Prohibition Amendment 
to the United States Constitution. Beer was the center of culture and identity within the Over-the-
Rhine district, and with the establishment of Prohibition, the region changed and ceased to be 
what it once was (Morgan, 2010).   
 
 Current 
Today there are 63 breweries exist within the Greater Cincinnati Region (Here’s A 
Complete List of Cincinnati Breweries, 2017).  With this number of breweries in the region, 
Cincinnati is ranked among the top cities in the nation for the most craft breweries per capita 
(Staff, 2019). This distinction, along with the work and history occurring in the Over-the-Rhine 
district, has helped support a range of festivals and events surrounding the brewing industry in 
the region. 
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review of Brewery Impacts on Communities 
Each person is part of a community or neighborhood. Within these neighborhoods, we 
are systematically connected, whether that be through commercial business, community 
engagement, or just visiting. As we examine these systems, we should be aware of how 
something small may impact a more extensive network. Within this Literature Review, 
breweries, and to a further extent, brewpubs are examined as a potential impact on these systems. 
This report will breakdown the definition and historical counts of the craft beer market, 
community capitals that make up the communities, localism in terms of place identity, tourism 
considerations, and economic drivers and sustainability models.  
 
 Brewery Industry 
Throughout American history, we have seen a drastic change and influx of breweries, 
microbreweries, and brewpubs from 1994 to today. Currently, we see that this industry is on a 
dramatic hike in number in comparison to historical counts. Today we see a +10.3% increase in 
brewpubs across the United States (Historical U.S. Brewery Count, 2018). With the increase in 
the number of breweries rising, understanding what  
The kinds of economic and social changes that occur injunction with the industry are 
crucial to understanding how to capitalize on the changes occurring. 
According to the Brewers Association, the craft beer market has added 5,000 jobs on the 
national scale annually. This trend is continuing to grow alongside craft distilleries and wineries. 
While the consumption of beer declined by 2% in 2013, the production of craft beer grew 18%. 
The craft brewing industry is now responsible for 10% of all beer production and is aiming to 
double that production by 20% by 2020 (Welcome to Beer Country, 2018).  Fundamentally 
6 
brewpubs can become "trailblazers" in gentrifying decaying neighborhoods. While at the 
beginning of the brewpub movement, many breweries did not have money, but as they continue 
to develop, they are becoming more polished within their establishment and the community. In 
many cases, craft brewing can be seen in parallel to local food movements. These movements 
have the "feel-good" element to the craft sector (Welcome to Beer Country, 2018).  
As breweries continue to grow and new breweries move into the neighborhood, older 
breweries share and sell materials and knowledge to the newer brewers. This practice and culture 
allow for stronger connections and knowledge to be shared between individuals in the industry. 
The Brewers Association currently knows of 2,000 new craft breweries to be added to the 
existing 3,200 breweries in business today. While there is a concern that breweries can cause 
hassles, such as bars do, dealing with alcohol consumption. Consumption at craft breweries is 
considered tampered, and in some cases like Montana, taprooms have drink limits and early 
closing times. Another concern dealing with breweries is the impact on wastewater treatment 
facilities and other infrastructure elements (Welcome to Beer Country, 2018).  
 
 Community Capitals 
To begin to examine how brewpubs impact urban neighborhoods, a framework to 
examine the different aspects of the neighborhood and community make-up. These different 
frameworks or "community capitals" for this report include social, financial, and political capital. 
These capitals are taken from the Rural Community Capital's book. These capitals look at the 
complex issues that arise in the diverse communities that we live. Table 1 breaks down each 
community capital.  The capitals serve as a framework to examine how communities operate and 
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succeed within their strengths (Flora et al., 2016). For this study, the social capital, financial 
capital, and political capital will be a focus. 
 
Table 1 Community Capitals Framework (Flora et al., 2016) 
Type Definition Example 
Natural The quality and quantity of natural and 
environmental resources existing in a 
community 
Parks, water bodies, forests, 
etc. 
Cultural The values, norms, beliefs, and traditions that 
people inherit from the family, school, and 
community. It also includes material goods 
produced at a specific time and place (such as 
paintings, books) that have historical or 
cultural significance. 
Cultural events, libraries, 
museums 
Human Attributes of individuals that provide them 
with the ability to earn a living, strengthen 
community, and otherwise contribute to 
community organizations, to their families, and 
self-improvement. 
Education, training programs, 
leadership programs 
Social Connections existing among people and 
organizations that help make things happen in 
the community. Includes close ties that build 
community bonding as well as weaker ties with 
Community involvement, 
discussions, events, parades 
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local and outside people and organizations that 
help promote broad-based action on critical 
matters. 
Political The ability to influence and enforce rules, 
regulations, and standards. Access to 
individuals and groups with the power to 
influence decisions. Participating in civic 
discourse on difficult public issues. 
Government official, political 
organizers, citizen 
participation 
Financial The variety of financial resources available to 
invest in local projects or economic 
development initiatives. Efforts to build wealth 
to support community development activities. 
Community foundations, 
grants, loans, banks 
Built Represents the infrastructure of the community 
– the basic set of facilities, services, and 
physical structures needed by a community. 
Cable, utilities, water/sewer 
systems, hospitals, housing 
 
 Social Capital 
Social Capital is when the community focuses on trust, reciprocity, groups, collective 
identity, working together, and a sense of shared future. Social capital bonding includes 
interaction with a specific group of community and bridging interactions between different social 
groups (Flora et al., 2016). Regarding brewpubs, social capital will examine the different 
demographics and social groups that interact with and do not interact with the brewpubs. It will 
also include examining how these social groups change within the neighborhood.  
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 Financial Capital 
Financial Capital involves saving, generating income, fees, loans and credits, gifts and 
philanthropy, and tax exemptions. In regards to the community financial capital, it is assessed by 
changes in poverty, firm efficiency, diversity of firms, and local people’s increased assets (Flora 
et al., 2016). Brewpub impacts will examine how different brewpubs operate and how the local 
assets change around the surrounding neighborhood, 
  
 
 
 Cultural Capital 
Cultural capital is when the community can turn the different identities or cultural norms 
of the community into value, such as tourism efforts. Cultural capital also ensures that the 
identity of the community is protected (Flora et al., 2016). Brewpubs interact with cultural 
capital to help with establishing individuality and historical aspects of the brewing process are 
maintained.  
 
 Localism 
 Economic localism focuses on the emphasis of local production efforts to meet local 
needs in the community and economic development that occurs locally (Imbroscio, 2003). Local 
brewing operation is crucial to the importance of the neolocal desires of the communities. This 
idea drives the support of local businesses and, by extension, craft brewing. Today, Americans 
are seeking unique places that differentiate themselves from the mass production ideas that have 
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been a trend in history. These unique places are often sought and attract local attachments as a 
reaction to the new American bonds of community and family. Individuals have argued that the 
industries growing market is driven by the ideas of small-scale, locally-owned breweries (Reid, 
2018). Throughout this section, place identity and surrounding breweries will be discussed as 
aspects of the brewery movement. 
 
 Place Identity 
 The owners of the Sioux Falls Brewing Company states on their web page that, "In every 
community, there is one establishment that reflects the personality of its people; a place where 
the beer and the food and the conversation have a distinct local flavor (Schnell & Reese, 2003).” 
This idea flows through many different brewpubs and their desire to create one-of-a-kind social 
settings and a sense of place for their customers. This desire for attachment to local 
establishments and environments have driven the microbrewery revolution and fosters neolocal. 
Place attachment is often strengthened by storytelling, something that is often used during the 
making and creating of local establishments, beer, and experiences within the brewing industry 
(Schnell & Reese, 2003).  
  While individual identity has shown to be a vital part of the brewery experience, some 
business-oriented operators are looking to develop chains, like Rock Bottom Restaurant. While 
this has been a presence in the industry, many operators feel that this could remove the appeal of 
the business itself. Conversations with local patrons have further confirmed this notion of "city 
pride" or local pride. This appeal of local culture dealing with the microbrewing movement may 
become redundant and unremarkable as the trends are very similar across the board.  
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  If the beer market wants to become a cultural industry and succeed, they must become 
authentic and have an original creative voice (Carroll & Swaminathan, 2000). Authenticity, 
created by the unique experience, occurs many times for breweries occur by preserving historical 
building and districts and encourage development in these areas for cultural identity (Zukin, 
1987). This aesthetic appearance is essential for setting the "authenticity of the place." The 
breweries that have grown within their respective communities can create a strong sense of 
authenticity (Zukin, 1987).  
 
 Surrounding Breweries 
  Many time breweries develop in clusters in space. The number and the unique 
configuration of these breweries play a role in developing neighborhood development (Reid, 
2018). These "shocks" of the industry may increase growth. While we can identify the clusters 
and placement within the cities, they can be hard to measure the evolution of the cities. These 
shocks can contribute to some initial growth in the cities after they occur. While they occur, they 
may only represent a portion of the reasons behind the growth of the surrounding communities 
(Wachter & Zeuli, 2013).  
  Many times, breweries cluster and develop around each other as a support system. The 
"artisan" nature of this industry makes for a unique industry trait. However, with the benefits of 
clustering the beer-related elements, cities can associate and develop a community of their own 
(Nilsson et al., 2018).  
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 Tourism 
Tourism plays a vital role in the economic development processes. Tourism allows 
individuals to see firsthand how cities work, how industries work, and how people operate, and 
different scales. By incorporating new creative development strategies, like breweries or 
brewpubs, they can enhance and take advantage of the production of cultural icons and creative 
activities (Richards & Wilson, 2006). Recently creativity has been thought of as enhancing the 
culture of urban revitalization and regeneration (Richards & Wilson, 2006). Breweries and 
brewpubs can be used as creative and social tourism aspects to develop and continue to help 
tourism efforts in developing neighborhoods.  In this section, discussion on nightlife and clusters 
can impact how communities’ approach and continue to grow and develop a local identity. 
  
 Nightlife 
  Entertainment zones or concentrated nightlife districts occur in previously underutilized 
retail corridors or waterfronts that have been left behind by development. These zones have 
typically been ignored by planners historically. Due to the location of Entertainment zones being 
near downtown districts, they are accessible to downtown residents and workers. These districts 
are ideal for nightlife and usually integrate well with other users in the district. Since these 
districts are usually in an older building that has been reused and maintain historical 
characteristics. These districts allow flexibility and dynamic capacity for change that do not 
occur under rigid frameworks (Campo & Ryan, 2008). These districts, much like brewery 
clusters can become unique and culturally significant areas within the urban context. 
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 Clusters 
  Due to the artisan nature of the brewery industry, clustering of the breweries and 
brewpubs can allow consumers to use this industry as a tourism tool allowing them to visit 
various breweries with different methodologies (Nilsson et al., 2018). This is like art markets and 
other cultural tourism tools used in other industries. These districts attract attention to the 
brewery industry and can lead to an economic development strategy within the community 
(Stern & Seifert, 2010).  
 The clustering of breweries is a segment of the industry that is continuously recognized 
within regions dealing with attracting tourists who want to visit breweries and brewpubs. In 
addition to the tourism aspect, this tool also acts as collaborative efforts between different craft 
breweries. With most communities and cities reestablishing zoning ordinances to allow for 
clustering and growth of the industry, planners are beginning to work with breweries to develop 
within mixed-use developments. This system is also allowing the communities to develop 
brewery districts. These districts can develop reputations and identities for locals and visitors 
alike (Nilsson et al., 2018). 
 
 Economic Sustainability 
To reach economic stability or sustainability, communities strive to stabilize and develop 
a sustainable district. This section will discuss economic development, financial capital, and the 
growth machine. Economic development will discuss opportunities and interventions 
policymakers place and encourage within economic development plans. Financial capital will 
discuss the financial make-up of low-income communities and what that means for the 
community. The growth machine will discuss the projections and ideas needed to grow and 
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continue to grow the community. Finally, private investment will discuss how private money can 
change economic stability within the more extensive system. 
 
 Economic Development 
 Urban areas face economic challenges daily; these challenges have increased in scope 
and ideation recently. While these challenges are present, cities can provide opportunities for 
growth and value. The exchange between the challenges and opportunities provide an 
opportunity for policymakers and researcher to think about different aspects needed for growth. 
With that stated, traditional approaches present difficulties related to the capacities to 
counterbalance the interests and expectations of the stakeholders who are partaking in the co-
creation process. Urban planning analyzed systematic components of urban areas with decision-
making processes that backed integrated, effective, efficient, and sustainable management 
(Fotino et al., 2018).  
 Today many communities are facing struggles to adapt and maintain their environmental, 
economic, and social well-being that is held down by fascial constraints, concerns about energy 
prices, demographic shifts, and climate impacts (Coyle, 2011). 
 While some economic development planning is struggling to identify and establish 
sustainable economic initiatives, we see craft breweries and how they are being incorporated into 
downtown districts to strengthen the economic quality of the district.  
Craft breweries in Pennsylvania are growing and are creating an impact on the cultural 
landscape in the region. With the reinvention of the urban landscape and the preservation of the 
cultural heritage, 156 breweries were studied alongside their pre-existing buildings. Some of 
these buildings were historically preserved, and others were unique and created distinct 
15 
characteristics of their establishments and local communities. With 1/3 of the breweries in 
Pennsylvania being established and supporting revitalization programs, they have supported 
local downtowns, strengthened communities, and avoided cookie-cutter development (Feeney, 
2017).  While breweries are only a portion of the economic development plan, they can serve as 
catalysts for the economic development plans regarding stabilization and revitalization.  
 
 Financial Capital 
Financial capital looks at employment rates, assets, and income value of neighborhood 
residents. In lower-income neighborhoods, residents suffer from job loss from decreased 
earnings and employment rates. A factor to consider in the health of a neighborhood would be 
the proportion of residents working in or near the neighborhood. Local working could have a 
positive impact on the quality of life and social capital. The impacts of working locally would be 
decreasing commuting and the development of local employment networks (Immergluck, 2008). 
Developing these kinds of principles when determining different economic stability factors can 
influence the continued success and sustainability of a community. These principles can be 
applied when looking at breweries and their location to residents, as well as their company 
policies when thinking about community impacts. 
  
 Growth Machine 
Within the United States, cities and towns have typically welcomed capital investment 
without consideration of social or fiscal costs. With this stated, tensions generated by growing 
concentration of capital, communities are have realized that the cost of participating in such 
investments has increased. Local communities have begun to resist the usual growth agenda and 
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are trying to substitute other local goals. With the changes in goals, capital is responding to 
efforts to partake in local governments by activating with governing officials and directly 
participating in the property development business (Molotch & Logan, 1984). 
The conditions of the community life directly correspond with the social, economic, and 
political forces embodied in the growth machine for the community. The growth relevance is tied 
to the interest of the various social groups, especially unemployment (Molotch, 1976). 
 
 Private Investment 
While city planners must consider the overall social welfare of the implications of 
redevelopment, the private sector can become more successful regarding the beneficiary aspects 
of redevelopment efforts. In an ideal world with no capital constraints and fully internalized cost 
or benefits, the private market can provide an adequate level of entrepreneurship with unique 
benefits and social optimum. With that stated, these conditions are unlikely to be met in a 
decaying urban area. This information impacts both the business owner and their banker (Weiler, 
2000). 
The establishment of a new urban district with effects on civic cohesion and tourist visits 
is a benefit to the private investor. This, in combination with income through local service and 
trade industry and property values, can expand new business districts to build up central-city 
employment. While the financial side of private investments would be very beneficial to the 
individual, there are also considerable social benefits. These kinds of benefits need to be taken 
into consideration when community members begin to examine and process redevelopment and 
improvement districts (Weiler, 2000).  
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With these possibilities stated, private partners may be reluctant to make these location 
choices despite overall benefits. Regarding craft breweries, the considerable up-front cost could 
limit information and capital constraints. Capital constraints may be considerable for precisely 
those who are the most creative and promising new industry. At the same time, these costs for 
improvements may be difficult to understand the value to the community and the people in part 
of a longer-lasting benefit (Weiler, 2000).  
While there is a considerable amount of excitement for various creative and cultural 
economic benefits, knowledge of what is working within each community revitalization lacks 
explicit knowledge. In guiding the cultural development, examination, and clarification of 
impacts, risks, and the opportunity cost of various strategies and investments, so that 
communities and government officials avoid dimensioning creative opportunities (Markusen & 
Gadwa, 2010). This knowledge base is essential for private investors and researchers to 
understand and have clear impacts and risks available to them as they approach a new project. 
 
 Gentrification 
 As communities develop and revitalization efforts occur, neighborhoods change. In many cases, 
gentrification, the change of socially marginal and working-class to middle-class (Zukin, 1987), 
occurred in these areas. Gentrification is a crucial aspect of the development of the entertainment 
district. These patterns are associated with "Yuppies" or the relative youth, highly educated, 
absence of children, and high disposable income (Zukin, 1987).  
 As we examine brewpubs, first examining how urban gentrification and neighborhood 
gentrifications occurs and impacts the surroundings can influence and inform how brewpubs 
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have an impact and on who. This section will discuss urban gentrification and neighborhood 
revitalization and how these are affected.  
The conversion of socially marginal and working-class areas of the central city to middle-
class residential use began in the 1960s. This pattern began to reflect a movement that today we 
call gentrification. The movement was created by the private-market investment capital into the 
downtown districts of major urban centers. At the time, gentrification was observed as 
architectural restoration of deteriorating housing and clustering of new cultural amenities. These 
aesthetic changes were a result of the shift in corporate investments and the expansion of the 
urban service economy. With a cumulation of 10 years, research suggests that geographic 
reshuffling along with the neighborhoods and metropolitan areas rather than the initial 
hypothesis of consequences for reversing trends of suburbanization and inner-city decline 
(Zukin, 1987).  
The theoretical problem concerning the revitalization of historic preservation is to 
develop a new urban middle class, gentrification, and displacement, economic rationality of 
behavior, and economic restructuring of the central city. To understand gentrification benefits 
from the economic paradigm, use by considering production, consumption, and social 
reproduction of the urban middle class. Mutual validation of urban art and the real estate market 
shows the importance of the cultural constitution of higher social strata in the advanced economy 
(Zukin, 1987).  
Reviving deteriorating cities has been a continuous goal of urban policy in the United 
States for the past four decades. These goals included urban renewal to urban enterprise zones. 
These goals have attempted to attract and retain residents, employment, and tax bases within 
these urban areas. Unfortunately, distress has intensified and spread the efforts, while ideas and 
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resources have declined. The controversy and publicity around gentrification reflect upon the 
importance of concern over the future of older distressed central cities and their poor residents. 
With an urban decline continues to deepen into distress over the past half-century, despite 
policies and programs to renew cities. This decline has come to be considered irreversible 
(Nelson, 1988). 
There was a critique about the way that it was being assumed that the benefits of 
gentrification would 'trickle down' to the lower classes like the housing market. However, despite 
the academic debate, gentrification leads to displacement, segregation, and social polarization. 
These ideas are being promoted in policy circles on the assumption that it will lead to less 
segregation and more sustainable communities. There is still inadequate evidence for this 
positive gentrification. Despite this new middle class, a desire for diversity and difference tends 
to lead to self-segregate and far from tolerance. Despite this, it is said that the new policies of 
social mixing require critical attention concerning the ability to produce an inclusive urban 
renaissance (Lees, 2008).  
The municipal government continues to turn to museums, performing arts centers, arts 
districts, and other cultural activities to promote and revitalize their cites (Grodach & Loukaitou‐
Sideris, 2007). Much like performing arts, discussion of breweries, and their role in revitalizing 
or being part of the revitalization process is being examined. With this stated consideration of 
overall social and cultural gentrification within the same neighborhoods need and should be 
examined. We can learn from other systems in which gentrification has occurred on the larger 
urban scale and apply this to the examination of brewpub and breweries and their role in 
gentrification dealing with urban revitalization projects.   
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Chapter 3 - Methodology 
This pilot study is comprised of three parts. The background information is derived from 
demographic data from today back twenty years and observing changes to the social and 
economic variables in correlation to the establishment of brewpubs, master planning, and other 
community development projects. The current conditions are demonstrated in a comparison 
study of the surrounding demographic factors around the brewery to the neighborhood in which 
the brewery resides. Perception of the community will be performed from a preference study 
from the community on their perception of brewpub impacts and role within the community. 
Brewpubs in the Greater Cincinnati Region were examined. To determine which 
brewpubs and neighborhoods, the following criteria is met: 
• Must have one brewpub present (a microbrewery with a taproom) 
• Brewpub must have been established before 2015 
Following these criteria, the following neighborhoods and brewpubs were selected. The 
neighborhoods are Mutter Gotter/ Old Town, West Side, Over-the-Rhine, and Oakley; these 
neighborhoods and brewpubs can be seen in Figure 1. All these neighborhoods have 1-3 
brewpubs present. These neighborhoods also exist in the Greater Cincinnati Region and have 
different markers regarding neighborhood demographics and physical make-up. 
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 Mutter Gotter/Old Town and West Side exist in Covington, Kentucky, and share Braxton 
Brewing Company. The area near the brewpub is a mixed-use district, while most of the 
neighborhood is residential. These are the only neighborhoods that will be examined on the 
Kentucky side of the Greater Cincinnati Region. Over-the-Rhine is located north of the 
downtown Cincinnati area and is home to the Taft House, Morlien Taproom, and Rhinegeist. 
The breweries are located throughout the neighborhood. This is a dense urban neighborhood that 
has experienced many revitalization projects over the years. Oakley is located outside of the 
Cincinnati Urban Area and is home to Madtree Brewing. This area is primarily residential. This 
neighborhood is on the outskirts of Cincinnati.   
 
 Background Information 
A historical study of the neighborhoods provided information of how the neighborhood 
has changed over the past 17 years. While this information helped provided background 
Figure 1:  Site Location Map (“ArcGIS - Neighborhoods of Covington, Kentucky,” n.d.; 
“GIS DOWNLOAD,” n.d.) 
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information on the neighborhood and how the neighborhood has changed socially and 
economically, the data is used to provide background and not to be used for determining the 
cause of change within the neighborhoods. 
 The historic observation study examines the following factors over a 20-year range: 
• Mean Age 
• Income 
• Race and Ethnicity 
• Property Value  
These factors are both social and economic information that indicates how the 
community and surrounding neighborhoods change throughout time. Graphs and maps are used 
to show changes that have occurred. The maps are used to show the conditions surrounding the 
brewery itself in comparison to the surrounding neighborhood. 
To develop a neighborhood comparison study, the most recent public information from 
the American Census Bureau for the census blocks around the brewpubs and the neighborhood. 
In addition to the census data, recorded historical city planning documents for the city 
government and neighborhood economic development groups that occurred in the Greater 
Cincinnati Region and within the neighborhoods themselves. 
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 The historical examination showcases the different changes that occur that are outside of 
the brewpub establishment and may offer a different aspect of community change than the single 
establishment of brewpubs. This examination of history gives an understanding of the historical 
context concerning the neighborhood changes. This understanding helps support or disprove the 
impact of brewpubs on neighborhood change if more research is conducted.  
 This information is represented through a series of timeline graphics for each neighborhood 
observed. This information will show the changes in the demographics concerning the social and 
economic factors.  
 
 Current Conditions 
   A series of correlation maps of the current social and economic factors of the area around 
the brewpub versus the neighborhood factors are used. This study looks at the comparison of 
social demographics such as age, race, income, and family demographics examined from the 
viewpoint of the areas directly around the brewpubs and the same factors examined within the 
broader neighborhood. This same methodology is used to examine economic factors such as 
income, property value, and business growth. 
This study will be examining both the social and economic factors of the area directly 
surrounding the brewpub and the neighborhood. The social factors that are examined are as 
followed: 
• Mean Age 
• Race and Ethnicity 
• Household make-up (single, multi-person)  
• Housing Type  
 
The economic factors that are examined are as followed: 
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• Median Income 
• Property Value 
• Property Ownership 
 
These factors compared between the direct area around the brewpub (s) and the 
neighborhood itself. The area around the brewpub will be looked at from a 150 ft buffer. The 
most recent public information from the American Census Bureau for the census blocks around 
the brewpubs and the neighborhood are used.  
 By examining the different social and economic factors of these areas, we can 
begin to examine if the area around brewpub shows a different demographic make-up than the 
neighborhood itself. This information will provide contextual information about the 
neighborhood and the brewpub in the current state.   
This information is represented through ArchGIS mapping by creating a series of visual 
maps overlaying the information from the census, government, and additional analysis. The 
information is presented in a series of maps showing each neighborhood and brewpub and the 
relationship between them. In support of the visual maps, the graphic representation are used to 
show the correlation between the factors directly. 
  
 Neighborhood Perception 
A pilot perception survey was distributed to determine community perception of 
brewpub's impacts on urban neighborhoods. This survey can be found in the appendix of this 
document. This study was performed by interviews and surveys with the brewpubs themselves, 
community members, and neighborhood officials. This information helps to understand how the 
community and brewpubs perceive the impacts versus the impacts that will be observed within 
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the other methodologies used. The focus of this pilot study is targeted to understand the 
perceptions of the following individuals: 
• Brewpub 
• Workers of the Brewpub 
• Community Members 
• Neighborhood Officials 
• Patrons of the Brewpubs 
 
The perception observed is focused on the idea of what the different entities perceive as 
the impact of the brewpub. They were asked about how they believe the brewpub has changed 
the community or how they (the brewpub) have made an impact on the surrounding 
neighborhood.  
The idea of the study is to cross-examine how the changes and impact observed and how 
the changes and impacts perceived either lineup or how they differ based on the different 
individuals interviewed or surveyed. Perceived perception can validate the study and future 
research by confirming the actual change observed to the perceived change that is believed to 
have occurred from the community members that live near and around the brewpub. This study 
does not aim at confirming or denouncing the impact of brewpub but is used to help provide an 
initial framework and understanding of community perception of the brewpub industry. 
 The survey will comprise of three parts. The first portion of the survey identified their 
role in the community, the second asks about their interaction with the brewpub, and the third 
asks about their perception of the brewpub. This makes up was determined by the sample sizing 
of the population, which will be further described in the section below. 
  The three parts of the survey frame what the perception of the participates is and how 
they interact with the brewpub itself. The first section, which identifies their role in the 
community, showcases how different community members perceive the brewpub (s) in their 
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neighborhood. This section also inquiries about the participants interaction with the brewpub. 
This information examines how their perception differs or impacts their perception of the 
brewpub (s). This will be asked through a multiple-choice option. The second section will be 
three questions as followed: 
• Do you think that brewpub (s) have a positive impact on the social factors of 
your neighborhood? 
• Do you think that brewpub (s) have a positive impact on the economic factors 
of your neighborhood? 
• Do you think brewpub (s) have an overall positive impact on your 
neighborhood? 
 
 These questions are on a Likert scale ranging for 1 being the strongly disagree, and 5 
strongly agree. The final section asks about their perception of the brewpub itself.  This is an 
open-ended question to generate opinions of the participants. This data is an analysis by 
keywords that occur within the answers. The following factors are analyzed and categorized for 
the open-ended questions: 
• Social Impact: Negative Response 
• Social Impact: Family 
• Social Impact: Activities 
• Social Impact: Enjoy 
• Social Impact: Gathering Space 
• Social Impact: Neighborhood  
• Economic Impact: Quantity 
• Economic Impact: Positive Response 
• Economic Impact: Negative Response 
• Gentrification 
• Overall Impact: Positive Response 
• Have never gone to a Brewpub 
 
On-site survey collection was conducted through walking around the neighborhood and 
interviewing community members and patrons of the brewpubs. The surveys were collected on 
an iPad through the Qualtrics Survey application. The data was be transferred into a data set to 
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be analyzed. This information is represented through graphs and visual representation of the 
findings. The survey data is represented and compared to neighborhoods in which the surveys 
were conducted, in addition to overall perception representation. 
 
 Data Collected 
Within this pilot study, 64 surveys were collected. This number of collected surveys only 
provide a snapshot of how individuals in the neighborhoods perceive brewpubs. The following 
are the number of surveys collected in each neighborhood area. 
• Old Town/Mutter Gotter: 7 
• Over-the-Rhine: 33 
• Oakley: 24 
The number of surveys that were collected was lower than anticipated due to time 
constraints and the nature of the in-person collection. These surveys were collected at farmer's 
markets, local businesses, walking around the neighborhoods, and eateries. 
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Chapter 4 - Neighborhood Background 
 Neighborhood Overview 
Three neighborhoods were selected to examine the perception of brewpubs impact on 
neighborhoods in the Greater Cincinnati Region. The neighborhoods include Mutter Gotter/Old 
Town of Covington, Over-the-Rhine in downtown Cincinnati, and Oakley, a suburban 
neighborhood on the outskirts of Cincinnati. These neighborhoods were selected due to their 
differences in demographics, geography, and land use. In addition to the community make-up of 
these neighborhoods, these communities also host brewpubs that have been established as part of 
the community. In Figure 2, the locations of these neighborhoods are shown within the region 
and concerning each other. The figure also identifies the brewpubs that are located within each of 
these neighborhoods. 
 
Figure 2:  Site Location Map (“ArcGIS - Neighborhoods of Covington, Kentucky,” n.d.; 
“GIS DOWNLOAD,” n.d.) 
30 
 Mutter Gotter/Old Town 
 Overview 
Mutter Gotter/Old Town is in Covington, Kentucky, established in 1815, which is the 
neighboring town south of the Ohio River and Downtown Cincinnati, Figure 3. This community 
was established as a shipping community on the Kentucky side of the Greater Cincinnati Region. 
The neighborhood is the first residential expansion of downtown Covington and today is 
comprised of residential homes to the south and a commercial district to the north (The City of 
Covington, Kentucky - Official Government Website, n.d.) 
 Brewpub(s) 
Within this neighborhood, there is only one brewpub, Braxton Brewery. Braxton Brewery 
was established in 2013 with the purpose to "to cultivate a love of craft and community and be 
Figure 3:  Mutter Gotter/Old Town Site Location Map (“ArcGIS - Neighborhoods of 
Covington, Kentucky,” n.d.; “GIS DOWNLOAD,” n.d.) 
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the most respected brewery in the region." Since its establishment, the brewpub has expanded its 
operation into the neighboring town, Newport, and has expanded the opportunities in the existing 
building by adding a rooftop garden. The brewpub provides a range of events, including trivia, to 
market events for the neighborhood (Braxton Brewing Company, n.d.).  
  
 Historic Change 
Mutter Gotter/ Old Town has seen a slow change in the last 17 years. The following 
information will demonstrate data from the American Census data to examine how the 
neighborhood has changed throughout the past 17 years. This data is broken down into social and 
economic changes that have been observed or elements that have not changed. 
 
 Social 
Social change can be measured by a range of factors; for this pilot study, household 
income, household size, mean age, and ethnic distribution is observed. These factors have been 
observed to be critical indicators in neighborhood change. In terms of household income, Figure 
4, it is observed that the average household income in the Mutter Gotter/Old Town neighborhood 
has increased from 2000, and shows an increase from 2013, but does not have consistent 
increasing change within the last 17 years.  
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Figure 4: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Average Household Income from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 
2017) 
While the household income has been shown to increase since 2000, the average 
household size, Figure 5, indicated no consistent change in 17 years.  
 
Figure 5: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Average Household Income from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 
2017) 
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Much like household size has not changed dramatically within 17 years, the ethnic 
distribution, Figure 6, within the neighborhood does not indicate a significant change in the 
distribution between white, black, and other (includes two or more races). There is a change that 
has occurred in terms of the increase in the percentage of "other" and a 6% decrease in the white 
population (Bureau, 2017).  
 
Figure 6: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Ethnic Groups (Bureau, 2017) 
 
Much like the ethnic distribution, change has occurred in the mean age of the 
neighborhood, Figure 7, but this change is only influx by 3-6 years of age, and no clear trend is 
occurring within the neighborhood. 
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Figure 7: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Mean Age (Bureau, 2017) 
 
In summary, the social change in 17 years within the Mutter Gotter/Old Town 
neighborhood is overall minimal regarding the household size, ethnic distribution, and mean age. 
However, there is an increase in household income. These findings do not aim at making an 
inference, but only to provide background into the neighborhood. 
  
 Economic 
To examine the economic change with the Mutter Gotter/Old Town neighborhood, the 
pilot study observed renter percentages, property value, and vacancy percentage within the 
neighborhood. The renter percentage, Figure 8, showed that in 2000 at 65.3%, the percentage 
was high, but by 2009 that number dropped to 59.5% only to increase back to 65.3% by 2017 
(Bureau, 2017). 
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Figure 8: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Average Renter Percentage (Bureau, 2017) 
 
The median property value, Figure 9, of a home in the neighborhood in 2000 was 
$67,200, but within 2017 that number jumped to $119,300. Since the initial increase in property 
value in 2009, it is observed that the market has stayed steady in 8 years (Bureau, 2017). 
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Figure 9: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Median Property Value (Bureau, n.d.) 
 
The vacancy percentage, Figure 10, in 2000 was at 15%; by 2010, this number increased 
by 8%. While this number increased, by 2017, the vacancy was 20% (Bureau, 2017). 
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Figure 10: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Vacancy Percentage (Bureau, 2017) 
 
Presenting the economic change of the Mutter Gotter/Old Town neighborhood indicated 
that outside of an increase in property value, small changes had been made to property ownership 
and vacancy rates within the neighborhood. 
 
 Current Conditions 
With 2017 American Census Data, the following current conditions are mapped within 
the Mutter Gotter/Old Town neighborhood. These maps show the social and economic 
conditions within the neighborhood and indicated the location and a 150ft. radius around the 
brewpub within the neighborhood itself. These maps do not aim to create conclusive remarks 
regarding if a brewpub impacts these conditions, but to provide background on the current 
conditions. These conditions will be observed from a social and economic standpoint.  
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 Social 
Current social conditions within the neighborhood will be observed by looking at the 
mean age, household income, and household size. Within the neighborhood, the southern portion 
of the neighborhood is younger than the northern portion. This observation can be made in 
Figure 11. The northern portion of the neighborhood is comprised of the urban commercial 
district, while the southern portion is primarily residential. The brewpub is located within the 
upper commercial portion of the neighborhood, where the average age is 40-50 years of age 
(Bureau, 2017).  
 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
Figure 11: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Mean Age (Bureau, 2017; TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 
2017) 
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The household size, Figure 13, is smaller in the upper commercial portion of the 
neighborhood, while the lower portion is comprised of larger households. The household 
income, Figure 12, is higher in the upper portion of the neighborhood, over $60,000, while the 
lower portion is 50,000 or less. The brewpub is located within the areas that have a smaller 
household size and higher household income (Bureau, 2017). 
  
  
 Economic 
To examine how the neighborhood looks in terms of the economic standpoint currently, 
renter percentage, vacancy percentage, and property values are observed. In the northern portion 
of the neighborhood, renter percentages are higher than in the southern portion, Figure 13. This 
Figure 12: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Household Size and Household Income (Bureau, 2017; 
TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 2017) 
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could be reflective of the land use of the area where the commercial district is located. This is 
also consistent with higher property values, Figure 13, which are drastically higher in the 
northern portion of the neighborhood while the southern portion has lower property value. The 
brewpub is located within a higher property value neighborhood and a higher number of renters. 
 
Figure 13: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Renter Percentage and Property Value (Bureau, 2017; 
TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 2017) 
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Vacancy percentage, Figure 14, is consistently at 10-20% nearly throughout the entire 
neighborhood. 
  
In summary, the economic condition of the neighborhood is more expensive on the 
northern side of the neighborhood, but the vacancy is consistent throughout. While the location 
of the brewpub does not indicate a change in the neighborhood, it is situated within the more 
expensive area. 
 
 Community Initiatives 
This neighborhood is part of the downtown Covington District and is affected by 
community development plans within the downtown area. In Table 2, a breakdown of 
Figure 14: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Vacancy Percentage (Bureau, 2017; TIGER/Line® 
Shapefiles, 2017) 
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community plans past and present as well as economic and neighborhood development groups 
will be found. This table showcases the timeline of the plans and the overall purpose of the 
initiatives made by residents and government officials. These plans are organized by the City of 
Covington, the Covington Neighborhood Collaborative, Center for Great Neighborhoods of 
Covington, and Renaissance Covington; a non-profit focused on an economic and urban 
revitalization (City of Covington, KY, n.d.-b; Renaissance Covington, n.d.; The City of 
Covington, Kentucky - Official Government Website, n.d.) 
 
Table 2 Community Plans for the Mutter Gotter/Old Town Neighborhood (City of 
Covington, KY > Residents > Neighborhoods, n.d.; Renaissance Covington, n.d.; The City 
of Covington, Kentucky—Official Government Website, n.d.) 
PAST PLANS DATE NAME PURPOSE JURISDICTION 
 2005 Madison 
Avenue 
Corridor 
Redevelopment 
Plan 
“This 
Redevelopment 
Plan will serve as 
a basis for 
rehabilitation and 
new infill in the 
Corridor, possible 
changes in traffic 
circulation and 
patterns, and 
installation of site 
improvements and 
designation of 
uses permitted in 
the Corridor (City 
of Covington, 
KY, n.d.-a)” 
City of Covington 
 2012 Covington 
Center City 
Action Plan 
 
“The Covington 
City Center 
Action Plan 
(2012) outlines 
the strategy to 
make City Center 
a vibrant regional 
hub of economic 
activity attracted 
City of Covington 
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to Covington by 
its reputation for 
business 
innovation, ample 
jobs, beautiful 
natural setting, 
historic mixed-use 
environment, 
pedestrian and 
bike amenities, 
and affordable 
residential and 
commercial real 
estate 
opportunities. 
(City of 
Covington, KY, 
n.d.-a)” 
 2013-2017 Neighborhood 
Revitalization 
Area Report 
“1. Build strong 
neighborhoods.  
2. Make 
neighborhoods 
attractive for 
investment.  
3. Encourage and 
maintain 
neighborhood 
participation for 
the long-term 
stability of the 
neighborhood. 
4. Encourage 
mutual 
participation from 
citizens, financial 
institutions, 
churches, non-
profit developers 
and the 
Department of 
Development 
Office  
5. Encourage 
neighborhood 
advisory boards 
to be involved in 
City of Covington 
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the process of 
identifying needs 
within the 
neighborhood.  
6. Attack the 
problems 
associated with 
declining 
neighborhoods 
with a multi-
pronged 
coordinated 
approach.  
7. Economic 
empowerment of 
low to moderate-
income residents 
within the most 
distressed 
neighborhood of 
our community. 
(City of 
Covington, KY, 
n.d.-a) ” 
PAST PLANS DATE NAME PURPOSE JURISDICTION 
  Westside 
Redevelopment 
Plan 
 
“The draft 
strategic plan 
specifically 
addresses the 
future reuse of 
City-owned 
properties in the 
area with the goal 
of developing a 
public 
infrastructure and 
open space 
strategy for 
unlocking value of 
these sites. The 
plan also explores 
concepts for the 
sites to determine 
appropriate scale 
City of Covington 
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and density as a 
baseline to 
develop a final 
plan. (City of 
Covington, KY, 
n.d.-a)” 
  
 Over-the-Rhine  
 Overview 
Over-the-Rhine is a neighborhood in the downtown Cincinnati metropolitan area, Figure 
15. The neighborhood was established in 1788 (Over The Rhine Foundation, n.d.). The area was 
settled by primarily German immigrants who identified with the canal and geographic features 
that were like their home country. The neighborhood grew in popularity and economic growth 
from the brewery industry, shipping, and industrial factories. Due to the development of I-75 and 
I-71, African American populations alongside poor Appalachian moved into the vacancy that 
was left from World War I, anti-German Hysteria, and Prohibition (OTR Brewery District | 
Cincinnati, OH, n.d.). Due to poor living conditions, the destruction of historical homes caused 
the neighborhood to be considered one of the "Eleven Most Endangered Historic Places in 
America" by the National Trust for Historic Preservation. Over-the-Rhine is considered to have 
the most extensive collection of nineteenth-century brewery buildings in the United States 
(America’s Most Endangered Historic Places | National Trust for Historic Preservation, n.d.). 
Currently, the population of the neighborhood is approximately 5,763 individuals (Bureau, 
46 
2017). The neighborhood has encountered many restoration and revitalization efforts from the 
City of Cincinnati (Plan Cincinnati, n.d.).  
 
 Brewpub(s) 
Within this neighborhood, there are many brewpubs and breweries; for this study, three 
brewpubs were examined. The first brewpub is the Taft Ale House, which was established in 
2015. According to the Taft Ale House website, 
"The founders of Taft's partnered with the Cincinnati Center City 
Development Corp to create the brewery and restaurant located in 
Figure 15: Over-the-Rhine Neighborhood Location Map (Cincinnati Open Data Portal | 
Open Data, n.d.) 
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Cincinnati's Over-The-Rhine. The three-story Ale House resides in a renovated 
historic church originally built-in 1850. (Taft’s Ale House, n.d.)” 
Unlike other brewpubs in the neighborhood, this brewpub is primarily an eatery and bar 
but provides community events such as Yoga events and educational classes. 
 The second brewpub observed was the Christian Morlien Taproom. Christian Morlein 
was founded in 1853, but due to the prohibition closed the doors in Cincinnati. Before the 
prohibition act, Christian Morlein was one of the leading breweries in the region. In 1981, the 
Christian Morlein taproom was reintroduced to Cincinnati and was on the leading edge of the 
craft beer revolution. Christian Morlein was the first brewery to have a beer pass the strict 
Reinheitsgebot Bavarian Purity Law of 1516, which only includes four ingredients in the brew, 
malted barley, hops, water, and yeast. The taproom provides a range of activities in the Over-the-
Rhine neighborhood, such as live music and yard games (Brewery, n.d.).  
 The final brewpub overserved in Over-the-Rhine is the Rhinegeist Brewery. Rhinegeist 
Brewery opened its doors in 2005 with the objective: 
“Work hard, smile harder. Our spirit is evident in the high-quality beers we 
make & the tight-knit family around us. We strive to push the boundaries of 
flavor & expectation and spread our suds to thirsty craft beer communities, 
while always staying true to our mission of independence.” 
Since the opening of Rhinegeist Brewery in 2005, the brewery has grown as a 
center of community activity and tourism, providing events such as charity events, 
winter markets, educational exhibits, parades, and various art showcases (Rhinegeist 
Brewery, n.d.).  
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 Historic Change 
Over-the-Rhine has seen some drastic and some inconsistent change in the last 17 years. 
The following information will demonstrate data from the American Census data to examine 
how the neighborhood has changed throughout the past 17 years. This data is broken down into 
social and economic changes that have been observed or elements that have not changed.  
  
 Social 
Social change can be measured by a range of factors, for this pilot study household 
income, household size, mean age, and ethnic distribution are observed. These factors have been 
observed to be critical indicators in neighborhood change. In terms of household income, Figure 
16, it is observed that the average household income in the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood has 
increased from 2000, and shows a steady increase, going from $29,177 to $51,193 median 
household income within the neighborhood (Bureau, 2017). 
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Figure 16: Over-the-Rhine Average Household Income from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
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While the mean household income has increased since 2000, the average household size, 
Figure 17, has decreased. In 2000 the average household size was 3.04, by 2009 2.28, and by 
2017 the average size was 1.91 (Bureau, 2017).  
 
Figure 17: Over-the-Rhine Average Household Size from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
 
In addition to the change to household size since 2000, the ethnic distribution, Figure 18, 
within the neighborhood has changed. In 2000 the black population made up 67.8% of the 
population within the neighborhood; by 2017, this number has decreased to 38%. This change is 
also reflected in the change in the white population, which increased from 28.3% in 2000 to 
48.4% in 2017. The remainder of the population has also increased, which has affected the 
change in the neighborhood (Bureau, 2017). 
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Figure 18: Over-the-Rhine Ethnic Groups from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
 
While the average household size and ethnic distribution has seen change within 17 
years, the mean age, Figure 19, within the neighborhood has not seen a consistent change. From 
2000 to 2009, the mean age increased from 27.5 to 29.4, and even with an observed hike in age 
in 2011 and a low point in 2015 by 2017, the mean age is 29.8 (Bureau, 2017). 
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In summary, the social change in 17 years within the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood 
indicates change in the neighborhood regarding household size, ethnic distribution, and 
household income, but little change observed with the mean age. These findings do not aim at 
making an inference to what creates this change, but only to provide background into the 
neighborhood. 
 
 Economic 
The pilot study observed renter percentages, property value, and vacancy percentage 
within the neighborhood. The renter percentage, Figure 20, showed that in 2000 at 93.1%, the 
percentage was high, but by the percentage had dropped to 79.8% (Bureau, 2017).   
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Figure 19: Over-the-Rhine Mean Age from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
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While the renter percentage has decreased within the neighborhood, the property value, 
Figure 21, has seen a significant increase. In 2000 the average property value was $82,300 by 
2009 that had nearly doubled to $168,900. This trend only continued within the neighborhood, 
and by 2017 the average property value is $234,050 (Bureau, 2017).  
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Figure 20: Over-the-Rhine Rent Percentage from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
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With the property values increasing, the vacancy percentage, Figure 22, in the 
neighborhood, is decreasing. In 2000 the vacancy was at 93.06%; by 2010, that number had 
dropped to 57.35% and continued to drop to 24.97% in 2017 (Bureau, 2017). 
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Figure 21: Over-the-Rhine Property Value from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
54 
 
Figure 22: Over-the-Rhine Vacancy Percentage from 2000-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
 
The economic condition within the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood indicates a potentially 
positive change with property values increasing and vacancy percentage and renter percentages 
decreasing. 
 
 Current Conditions 
With 2017 American Census Data, the following current conditions are mapped within 
the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood. These maps show the social and economic conditions within 
the neighborhood and indicated the location and a 150ft. radius around the brewpubs within the 
neighborhood itself. These maps do not aim to create conclusive remarks regarding if brewpubs 
impact these conditions but to provide background on the current conditions. These conditions 
will be observed from a social and economic standpoint. 
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 Social 
Current social conditions within the neighborhood will be observed by looking at the 
mean age, household income, and household size. There is no consistency throughout the 
neighborhood regarding the mean age, Figure 23. This is also reflective around the brewpubs, 
which shows three different mean ages around the three different brewpubs. 
 
This inconsistency is also present in terms of household income and household size, 
Figure 24. Throughout the neighborhood, the average household income is from below $20,000 
Figure 23: Over-the-Rhine Mean Age (Bureau, 2017; TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 2017) 
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to $80,000. The household size also fluctuates throughout the neighborhood, with most of the 
neighborhood have an average household size 2.0 and below. 
 
Figure 24: Over-the-Rhine Household Income and Household Size (Bureau, 2017; 
TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 2017) 
 
Economic 
Renter percentage, vacancy percentage, and property values are observed to examine 
economic conditions. Much like the inconstancies that occurred within the social demographics 
of the neighborhood, the economic conditions within the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood also 
show inconsistencies. In Figure 25, the property value and rental percentage are shown to be 
opposite in reflection. The higher property values are on the southern side of the neighborhood, 
while the higher percentage of renters is located on the northern side of the neighborhood. The 
brewpubs are spread out throughout the neighborhood and do show any relation to the location 
of the brewpub and value of property or location of renters.  
57 
 
  
Figure 25: Over-the-Rhine Property Value and Renter Percentage (Bureau, 2017; 
TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 2017) 
  
Within the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood, there are no consistent trends that are 
observed; this continues to be true with vacancy percentages, Figure 26. The southern portion of 
the site shows that there is a lower number of vacancies, while the northern portion shows a 40% 
or higher rate of vacancy. 
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In summary, the economic condition of the neighborhood is more expensive in the 
southern portion of the neighborhood, while the northern side has higher vacancy rates. There is 
no relation between the location of the brewpubs and the economic factors within the 
neighborhood. 
 
 Community Initiatives 
This neighborhood is in the downtown urban area of Cincinnati. The Over-the-Rhine 
neighborhood has a neighborhood group that oversees plans in the neighborhood, but it also 
under the jurisdiction of the City of Cincinnati and is affected by the development plans of the 
Figure 26: Over-the-Rhine Vacancy Percentage (Bureau, 2017; TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 
2017) 
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city. In Table 3, a breakdown of community plans past and present as well as economic and 
neighborhood development groups will be found. This table showcases the timeline of the plans 
and the overall purpose of the initiatives made by residents and government officials.  These 
plans are a combination of innovation grants and community development plans created from the 
city, the neighborhood, and the Over-the-Rhine Chamber of Commerce. 
 
Table 3 Over-the-Rhine Neighborhood Plans (OTR Chamber of Commerce, n.d.; Plan 
Cincinnati, n.d., OTR Brewery District | Cincinnati, OH, n.d.) 
PAST PLANS DATE  NAME  PURPOSE JURISDICTION 
 1984 Over-The-Rhine 
Comprehensive Plan 
"The plan identifies 
the changes occurring 
in the community, 
what is causing them, 
and how they are 
affecting current 
residents and 
businesses. This 
Comprehensive Plan 
is designed to serves 
as a coordinating 
mechanism in which 
both the public and 
private investments 
will be evaluated for 
the future of both the 
community as well as 
the city as a whole 
over the next twenty 
years. (City of 
Cincinnati City 
Planning Department, 
1984)” 
Cincinnati City 
Planning 
 2002 Over-The-Rhine 
Comprehensive Plan 
“The plan’s 
recommendations 
are designed to 
rebuild the housing 
and economic 
infrastructure of the 
neighborhood in a 
way that will create 
an economically 
and racially diverse 
City of Cincinnati 
City Planning 
Department in 
collaboration 
with OTR 
Community 
Council OTR 
Coalition ABCD 
Resident’s Table 
Other 
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community that can 
be sustained over 
the long term. The 
public and private 
investments being 
made in public 
schools, the arts, 
parks, and the 
Findlay Market 
revitalization 
enhance rebuilding 
the housing and 
economic markets. 
(City of Cincinnati 
City Planning 
Department, 2002)" 
Community 
Stakeholders 
 2013 The Over-the-Rhine 
Foundation and 
Brewery District 
Master Plan 
 
“To envision 
investment and 
development 
opportunities for 
businesses and real 
estate developers 
that will be 
supported by the 
neighborhood, and 
that will help guide 
efforts for physical 
public 
improvements to 
accommodate such 
development.(The 
Brewery District 
Community Urban 
Redevelopment 
Corporation, 2013)” 
The Brewery 
District 
Community 
Urban 
Redevelopment 
Corporation 
CURRENT 
PLANS 
DATE NAME PURPOSE JURISDICTION 
 2003 Over-the-Rhine 
Historic District 
Conservation 
Guidelines 
 
"The intent of this 
designation is to 
combine the Over-
the-Rhine (South) 
and Over-the-Rhine 
(North) Historic 
Districts in order to 
create one 
coordinated district, 
Historic 
Conservation 
Office 
Community 
Development and 
Planning 
Department 
61 
instead of two 
separate districts 
with differing 
guidelines. (City of 
Cincinnati City 
Planning 
Department, 2003)" 
  Business First Grant 
(BFG) program 
 
“The mission of the 
Business First 
Grant (BFG) 
Program is to 
benefit OTR by 
strengthening the 
local economy, 
increasing business 
and employment 
opportunities, and 
creating a diverse, 
healthy, and 
sustainable business 
district. (Business 
First Grant, n.d.)” 
OTR Chamber of 
Commerce 
 2014 Business Innovation 
Challenge 
 
“The Innovation 
Challenge Grant 
was created in 2014 
to award grants to 
OTR businesses and 
organizations for 
projects which will 
help them expand or 
fund a creative 
partnership or 
service. All existing 
businesses located 
in Over-the-Rhine 
(as defined by the 
City of Cincinnati) 
are eligible and 
must be a member 
of the OTR 
Chamber of 
Commerce to apply. 
The Innovation 
Challenge Grant is 
administered by the 
OTR Chamber’s 
OTR Chamber of 
Commerce 
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Business Attraction 
and Retention 
Committee, a 
diverse group of 
leaders and 
stakeholders in the 
community. 
(Business First 
Grant, n.d.)” 
  
 Oakley 
 Overview 
Oakley is a suburban annexation neighborhood north of the Cincinnati downtown area, 
Figure 17. This neighborhood was established in 1869 and annexed into Cincinnati in 1913. 
Originally established as a popular stop for wagons and expansion on the Madison Turnpike, 
today, the neighborhood is primarily a suburban neighborhood with an industrial park and central 
street commercial district (Oakley Community Council - Oakley History, n.d.). The current 
Figure 27: Oakley Neighborhood Location Map (Cincinnati Open Data Portal | Open Data, 
n.d.) 
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population of the neighborhood is 10,429 (Bureau, 2017). Oakley is the largest neighborhood 
observed for this pilot study. 
  
 Brewpub(s) 
Within the Oakley neighborhood, one brewpub was selected to observe. The Madtree 
Brewing was established in 2013 with the purpose to “cultivate a love of craft and community 
and be the most respected brewery in the region.” The brewpub serves as a major community 
center for the neighborhood providing a farmer’s market and various community events 
throughout the year (Brewing, n.d.).  
 
 Historic Change 
Oakley has seen some change in the last 17 years. The following information will 
demonstrate data from the American Census data to examine how the neighborhood has changed 
throughout the past 17 years. This data is broken down into social and economic changes that 
have been observed or elements that have not changed.  
 
 Social 
Social change can be measured by a range of factors, for this pilot study, household 
income, household size, mean age, and ethnic distribution are observed. The mean age in the 
Oakley neighborhood, Figure 28, is on a downward trend moving from 38.8 in 2010 to 31.9 by 
2017. 
 
64 
 
The ethnic distribution, Figure 29, in Oakley, has not seen any dramatic change within 
the seven years of data observation. The percentages only fluctuated by, on average, 4% for 
white and black ethnic groups (Bureau, 2017). 
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Figure 29: Oakley Ethnic Groups from 2010-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
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The average household size, Figure 30, in the Oakley neighborhood, has increased from 
2010 to 2017 from 1.74 to 2.70 (Bureau, 2017). This increase was not consistent throughout the 
seven years but increased more between 2015-2017. 
 
Figure 30: Oakley Average Household Size from 2010-2017 (Bureau, n.d.) 
 
The household income, Figure 31, steadily increased within the seven-year from 2010 to 
2017, increasing from $63,064 to $77,989. This number seems to be on an upward trend in the 
neighborhood (Bureau, 2017). 
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In summary, the overall social change in the Oakley neighborhood shows very little to a 
small change in the household and social demographics. This examination does not indicate any 
causation for this change but does provide background information for the neighborhood. 
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Figure 31: Oakley Average Household Income from 2010-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
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 Economic 
To examine the economic change with the Oakley neighborhood, the pilot study observed 
renter percentages, property value, and vacancy percentage within the neighborhood. The renter 
percentage, Figure 32, in the Oakley neighborhood, does not showcase a clear trend and shows 
only a 2% change between any year from 2010-2017. 
  
While the renter percentage does not have any clear trend, the property value, Figure 33, 
in Oakley has a decrease from 2010-2011, but then shows a steady increase until 2017. This 
change in property value increased from $174,200 in 2010 to $195,1600 in 2017 (Bureau, 2017).  
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Figure 32: Oakley Renter Percentage from 2010-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
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Figure 33: Oakley Property Value from 2010-2017 (Bureau, 2017) 
 
Like the other demographic changes in the Oakley neighborhood, the vacancy 
percentage, Figure 34, does not show any clear trend. From 2010 to 2017, the vacancy 
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Figure 34: Oakley Vacancy Percentage from 2010-2017 (Bureau, 
2017) 
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percentage only changes by 0.33% but shows high peaks of vacancy at 13% in 2013 and 2015 
(Bureau, 2017). 
In summary, the economic changes do not show any clear trend outside of an increase in 
property value. This data is incomplete and would be more informative if the 2000-2009 data 
were available. 
 
 Current Conditions 
With 2017 American Census Data, the following current conditions are mapped within 
the Oakley neighborhood. These maps show the social and economic conditions within the 
neighborhood and indicated the location and a 150ft. radius around the brewpub within the 
neighborhood itself. These maps do not aim to create conclusive remarks regarding if a brewpub 
impacts these conditions, but to provide background on the current conditions. These conditions 
will be observed from a social and economic standpoint.  
 
 Social 
Current social conditions within the neighborhood will be observed by looking at the 
mean age, household income, and household size. In the Oakley neighborhood, the mean age, 
Figure 35, is not consistent throughout the neighborhood. Most of the neighborhood is 25-25 
years of age. The brewery is located within the center of the neighborhood but does is not 
reflective of any influence on the surrounding demographic. 
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The household income and household size are reflected in Figure 36. These maps show 
that much of the neighborhood sits in the $50,000-$90,000 range while household size ranges 
from 1.5 and higher. The brewpub sits in the large household size area and the 50,000-60,000 
range within the Oakley neighborhood.   
  
Figure 35: Oakley Mean Age (Bureau, 2017; TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 2017) 
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The social demographics of the Oakley neighborhood indicated that it is of a moderate-
income and family-oriented area. These findings are reflective of the on-site observations that 
showed a suburban neighborhood. 
  
 Economic 
To examine how the neighborhood looks in terms of the economic standpoint currently, 
renter percentage, vacancy percentage, and property values are observed. The property values 
and the rental percentages are shown in Figure 37. In Oakley, the property value is under 
$200,000 for the entire neighborhood. The rental percentages range from under 50% to 70% 
within different portions of the neighborhood. The brewpub is located within the center of all the 
Figure 36: Oakley Household Income and Household Size (Bureau, 2017; TIGER/Line® 
Shapefiles, 2017) 
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different areas and does not indicate any reliable conclusive findings concerning the location and 
the demographics. 
 
  
Figure 37: Oakley Property Value and Renter Percentage (Bureau, 2017; TIGER/Line® 
Shapefiles, 2017) 
  
The vacancy percentage, Figure 38, in the Oakley neighborhood, is under 20% 
throughout the entire neighborhood. In summary, the economic condition of the neighborhood is 
consistent throughout the entire neighborhood. There are not significant outliers within the 
neighborhood. The location of the brewpub sits on transitional areas and does not indicate any 
conclusive finding as to the impact of brewpubs on the neighborhood. 
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 Community Initiatives 
The Oakley neighborhood is an annex suburban on the outskirts of Cincinnati. The 
Oakley area has a neighborhood group called the Oakley Community Council that oversees plans 
in the neighborhood, but it also under the jurisdiction of the City of Cincinnati and is affected by 
the development plans of the city. In 2019 an Oakley Master plan was approved by the 
Cincinnati City Council. This plan is the first comprehensive plan for the neighborhood. Other 
plans occurred throughout the neighborhood, such as: 
• Oakley Square Neighborhood Business Urban Design Plan (1982) 
• The Brotherton Court Urban Renewal Plan (1997) 
Figure 38: Oakley Vacancy Percentage (Bureau, 2017; TIGER/Line® Shapefiles, 2017) 
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• The Oakley Square Neighborhood Business District Urban Design Plan (2000) 
• The Oakley North Urban Renewal Plan (2001) 
• The Robertson Avenue Corridor Urban Renewal Plan (2001) (Plan Cincinnati, 
n.d.) 
The comprehensive plan aims to envision what the neighborhood will become and 
provides guidelines for neighborhood policy. While the plan was approved by the City of 
Cincinnati, the plan is maintained by the Oakley Community Council who will manage and 
oversee the implementation of the plan (Oakley Community Council - Oakley History, n.d.).  
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Chapter 5 - Study Findings 
 Overview 
This study collected a total of 64 surveys within three different neighborhoods in the 
Greater Cincinnati Region. This section will breakdown the overall results of the survey 
collection for the entire region and the results for each neighborhood surveyed. These surveys 
were collected in person between June 2019-August 2019. The surveys were collected at farmer's 
markets, businesses, and by walking throughout the neighborhood. Out of the 64 participants, 
65% identified as residents and 20% as business owners, Figure 39. Of these participants, 39% 
reported that they rarely (1-3x a year) visited brewpubs, Figure 40, with 27% reported visiting 
frequently (1-3x a month). 
 
65%
20%
14%
9%
5% 2%2%
S U R V E Y  R E S P O N D A N T S
Resident Other Business Owner Brewery Patron Visitor Community Leader Brewery Worker
Figure 39: Survey Respondents 
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 For all of the surveys collected, the following results were found, Figure 41. The 
majority of the participants that participated in the survey indicated that brewpubs had a positive 
social, economic, and overall impact on their neighborhoods. On a Likert scale of 1-5, with 5 
being strongly agreed and 1 being strongly disagreed, the participated indicated a mean score of 
3.25 neutral-agree for the overall positive impact on their neighborhood. Positive social impact 
scored a score of 3.38 neutral-agree, while a positive economic impact scored a 3.63 neutral-
agree. These are the results for all survey participants. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17%
39%
27%
16%
2%
Never Rarely Frequently Regular No response
Frequency of Visting a Brewpub
Figure 40: Respondents Frequency of Visiting a Brewpub 
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Survey participants had the opportunity to provide open-ended comments for the survey. 
These results were analyzed by keywords found in the written responses, along with favorable 
social and positive economic terms. The results of these comments are found in Figure 42. For 
the compiled results, 20% of respondents stated that they enjoy going to a brewpub. At the same 
time, 19% stated that brewpubs provided gathering spaces for the community. Other notable 
findings were that 16% made positive economic comments, while no comments were made for 
adverse economic. 
 
30%
41%
27%
2% 0% 2%
36%
47%
13%
3%
0% 2%
30%
45%
19%
5%
0% 2%
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Disagree
No Answer
All Results
Social Economic Overall
Figure 41: Cumulative Results 
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 Residents 
Once all the data was compiled an analysis as a collective, the results were broken into 
residents and their responses regarding their perception of brewpubs, Figure 43. Residents had 
more strongly agree-agree responses versus the compiled results. Majority of residents that 
responded perceived brewpubs to have positive social, economic, and overall impacts on the 
neighborhoods. The average score for the overall positive impact was 4 agree. This score for 
positive social impact is 4.02 strongly agree-agree, and positive economic impact was 4.12 
strongly agree-agree. 
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Figure 43: Cumulative Residents Responses 
  
 Business Owner 
Business Owners were also observed. The result of business owner participants was that 
they leaned toward strongly agree-agree within their responses for impacts of brewpubs, Figure 
44. The average score for the overall positive impact was 4.33 strongly agree-agree. This score 
for positive social impact is 4.22 strongly agree-agree, and positive economic impact was 4.67 
strongly agree-agree. 
29%
33% 33%
4%
0%
29%
46%
21%
4%
0%
33%
29%
25%
13%
0%
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
Residents
Social Economic Overall
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Figure 44: Cumulative Business Owners Responses 
  
 Mutter Gotter/Old Town 
There were seven surveys collected in the Mutter Gotter/Old Town neighborhood. Of the 
participants in the Mutter Gotter/Old Town neighborhood, 43% of the participants surveyed were 
residents or indicated they were other. In contrast, only 14 % were business owners, Figure 45. 
 
44%
33%
22%
0% 0%
67%
33%
0% 0% 0%
33%
67%
0% 0% 0%
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
Business Owners
Social Economic Overall
43%
14%
43%
S U R V E Y  R E S P O N D E N T S
Resident Business Owner Other
Figure 45: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Participants 
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The results of the surveys in the Mutter Gotter/Old Town indicate the participants agree 
that brewpubs have a positive social, economic, and overall impact on their neighborhood, 
Figure 46. The cumulative scores for an overall positive impact on neighborhoods were 3.25 
neutral-agree. The cumulative score for a positive social impact was 3.38 neutral-agree, while a 
positive economic impact was 3.63 neutral-agree. 
 
Figure 46: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Cumulative Responses 
 
In the open-ended response section of the survey, the respondents were able to provide 
additional comments, Figure 47. In the Mutter Gotter/Old Town neighborhood, 27% of the 
participants indicated that brewpubs provided a gathering space for the neighborhood. It was also 
observed that 18% of participants enjoyed brewpubs, saw them as positive economic aspects, 
and provided a good neighborhood vibe. 
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0% 0%
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0% 0%0%
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29%
0% 0%
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
Mutter Gotter/Old Town
Social Economic Overall
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 Residents 
After examining the cumulative results of the neighborhood, the responses of the 
residents were examined. The results of the surveys of the residents who participated in the 
Mutter Gotter/Old Town neighborhood indicate the participants agree that brewpubs have a 
positive social, economic, and overall impact on their neighborhood, Figure 48. The cumulative 
scores for an overall positive impact on neighborhoods were 3.67 neutral-agree. The cumulative 
score for a positive social impact and the positive economic impact was four agree. 
 
 
Figure 47: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Cumulative Written Responses 
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 Over-the-Rhine  
There were 33 surveys collected in the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood. Of the participants 
in the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood, 52% of the participants surveyed were residents. In 
contrast, only 18 % were business owners or indicated other, Figure 49. 6% of participants 
indicated that they were brewery patrons. 
 
33% 33% 33%
0% 0%0%
100%
0% 0% 0%0%
67%
33%
0% 0%
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
Residents
Social Economic Overall
Figure 48: Mutter Gotter/Old Town Resident Responses 
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The results of the surveys in the Over-the-Rhine indicate that the participants agree that 
brewpubs have a positive social, economic, and overall impact on their neighborhood, Figure 50. 
The cumulative scores for an overall positive impact on neighborhoods were 4.09 strongly agree-
agree. The cumulative score for a positive social impact was 4 agree, while a positive economic 
impact was 4.21 strongly agree-agree. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
52%
18%
18%
6%
3% 3%
S U R V E Y  R E S P O N D A N T S
Resident Business Owner Other Brewery Patron Brewery Worker Visitor
Figure 49: Over-the-Rhine Participants 
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33%
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0% 0% 3%
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
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No Answer
Over-the-Rhine
Social Economic Overall
Figure 50: Over-the-Rhine Cumulative Responses 
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In the open-ended response section of the survey, the respondents were able to provide 
additional comments, Figure 51. In the Over-the-Rhine neighborhood, 27% of the participants 
indicated that they enjoyed going to brewpubs. It was also observed that 21% of participants saw 
brewpubs as positive economic aspects and that they provided a good neighborhood gathering 
space. 
  
 Residents 
After examining the cumulative results of the neighborhood, the responses of the 
residents were examined. The results of the surveys of the residents who participated in the  
Over-the-Rhine neighborhood indicate the participants agree that brewpubs have a 
positive social, economic, and overall impact on their neighborhood, Figure 52. The cumulative 
scores for an overall positive impact on neighborhoods were 4.44 strongly agree-agree. The 
Figure 51: Over-the-Rhine Cumulative Written Responses 
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cumulative score for a positive social impact was 4.33 strongly agree-agree. In contrast, a 
positive economic impact was 4.83 strongly agree-agree. 
 
  
 
  
 Business Owners 
The results of the surveys of the business owners were also examined in the Over-the-
Rhine neighborhood. The results of the business owners' responses indicate that the participants 
agree that brewpubs have a positive social, economic, and overall impact on their neighborhood, 
Figure 53. The cumulative scores for an overall positive impact on neighborhoods were 4.50 
strongly-agree. The cumulative score for a positive social impact was 4.33 strongly agree-agree. 
In contrast, a positive economic impact was 4.83 strongly agree-agree. 
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Residents Social Residents Economic Residents Overall
Figure 52: Over-the-Rhine Resident Responses 
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 Oakley 
There were 24 surveys collected in the Oakley neighborhood. Of the participants in the 
Oakley neighborhood, 92% of the participants surveyed were residents, Figure 54. 
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Figure 53: Over-the-Rhine Business Owners Responses 
Figure 54: Oakley Participants 
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The results of the surveys in the Oakley indicate that the participants agree that brewpubs 
have a positive social, economic, and overall impact on their neighborhood, Figure 55. The 
cumulative scores for an overall positive impact on neighborhoods were 3.83 neutral-agree. The 
cumulative score for a positive social impact was 3.88 neutral-agree, while a positive economic 
impact was 4.05 strongly agree-agree. 
 
 
In the open-ended response section of the survey, the respondents were able to provide 
additional comments, Figure 56. In the Oakley neighborhood, 25% of the participants indicated 
that they enjoyed going to brewpubs and that they provided gathering spaces for the 
neighborhood. It was also observed that 19% of participants saw brewpubs as positive economic 
aspects. 
29%
33% 33%
4%
0%
29%
46%
21%
4%
0%
33%
29%
25%
13%
0%
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
Oakley
Social Economic Overall
Figure 55: Oakley Cumulative Responses 
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Figure 56: Oakley Written Responses 
 
 Residents 
After examining the cumulative results of the neighborhood, the responses of the 
residents were examined. The results of the surveys of the residents who participated in the 
Oakley neighborhood indicate the participants agree that brewpubs have a positive social, 
economic, and overall impact on their neighborhood, Figure 57. The cumulative scores for an 
overall positive impact on neighborhoods were 3.91 neutral-agree. The cumulative score for a 
positive social impact was 3.95 neutral-agree, while a positive economic impact was 4.05 
strongly agree-agree.  
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Figure 57: Oakley Resident Responses 
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Chapter 6 - Limitations 
This pilot study is only an initial investigation of what can impact community 
redevelopment an urban renewal in neighborhoods. This study is not without limitations, and 
constraints should be carefully when making conclusive statements regarding the impact of 
brewpubs on social and economic change. These changes can be made for a wide range of 
reasons, and brewpubs could only be one consideration of the change. In addition to the 
constraints of conclusive evidence that brewpubs provide social and economic change, due to the 
low number of surveys collected within these neighborhood, inconclusive results regarding the 
perceptions of brewpubs in neighborhoods should be considered with definitive statements about 
how individuals within these neighborhood view brewpubs. 
Data collection should also be carefully considered when making definitive claims about 
this data. Due to the restrictive time that was available to data collection, surveys were collected 
during the summer and on the weekends. During the data collection time, it was observed that 
tourists and other nonresidents were frequently present within the neighborhood, and these facts 
influence the number and quality of data collected for this study. 
The background social and economic demographics within the neighborhood data should 
also be carefully considered, and no definitive causative findings should be determined. This 
data is only to be used to describe and provide background information for each of the three 
neighborhoods in the Greater Cincinnati Region. 
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Chapter 7 - Future Research  
This pilot study serves as a starting point to investigate neighborhood change and impacts 
on the social and economic changes that could result from Brewpub. This study does not aim to 
make any conclusive findings but does provide the opportunity to investigate further research. 
Further research could involve any of the following ideas and investigations: 
• Business Development with the Greater Cincinnati Region 
• Social Change and contributing factors with urban neighborhoods 
• Land Use Change about industry 
• Economic trends within urban neighborhoods 
 
These research ideas are only a few investigative routes that could be further investigated 
within the neighborhoods and in relation to the development of brewpubs within urban 
neighborhoods. 
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Chapter 8 - Conclusions and Final Thoughts 
As a pilot study, this survey and data collection goal was to understand the initial 
conditions of neighborhood and perceptions of neighborhood impacts within an urban area. This 
study did not try to answer if there was a definitive impact of brewpubs on neighborhoods, but to 
understand how individuals perceived brewpubs within their neighborhoods. Through the survey 
collection, it was clear that most of the participating viewed brewpubs to have a positive overall, 
the social, and economic impact on neighborhoods. 
With this study being a pilot investigation, the potential for future research and 
opportunities for investigation range from a more in-depth understanding of social interacts 
within the neighborhoods, land-use change and regulations, and economic trends within urban 
neighborhoods. As a result of the survey, most participants perceived brewpubs to have a 
positive overall, the social, and economic impact on their neighborhood. Unfortunately, while 
individuals perceive that brewpubs have a positive impact, there is no clear trend, conclusive 
data, or definitive conclusion related to the establishment of a brewpub that can be made from 
the currently available data studying the neighborhood change in the Greater Cincinnati Region. 
Looking at the original research question, the first of the two questions were answered: 
 
Do the community members perceive Brewpubs as having a positive impact on the 
neighborhood? 
a) Participants, as a collective perceived brewpub, had a positive impact in their 
neighborhoods. 
b) Participated perceived a higher positive economic impact, 3.63, than social 
impact, 3.38.  
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c) Participates believe that brewpubs provided gathering spaces for the community.  
d) The business owner had a higher positive reaction to having brewpubs within 
their neighborhoods. 
 
 Do brewpubs have a positive economic and social impact on neighborhood 
development after the in urban neighborhoods in the Greater Cincinnati Region? 
This question was not able to be answered definitively due to the lack of quantitative data 
that would be needed to understand the economic and social factors within neighborhoods. The 
participants' perception is that there is a positive impact, but no data was able to answer this 
question. 
 
So, this brings up the question of, do brewpubs contribute or influence urban 
revitalization efforts? As planners and design professionals, we are tasked with planning for the 
future while respecting, understanding, and incorporating ideas and values from the community. 
Planning for the future is not an easy task. As planners, we have been asked to examine ideas and 
processes that aim at improving our existing communities and envisioning how our communities 
will form in the future. These efforts come in many forms, such as revitalization projects, main 
street redevelopments, master planning, and incubation businesses. In the Greater Cincinnati 
Region and many communities around the United States, urban renewal and revitalization efforts 
are taking place to serve the community better and to make safer places for people to live, by 
providing clean and welcoming communities within urban neighborhoods. These strategic efforts 
for some cities have been paired with a new industry or only community effort. This partnership 
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with planning strategies and community or industry is where brewpubs have begun to find their 
niche within the planning and design professions. 
Brewpubs and the brewery industry have found a way to establish themselves in large 
underutilized urban buildings. They are skilled at crafted an identity for themselves and in the 
Greater Cincinnati Region for their communities. As serving as an anchor business for 
neighborhoods, brewpubs could be influencing future change. This influence could be shown in 
the economic and social effects after the establishment of the brewpub themselves. If change has 
occurred after the development of brewpub, we can use breweries and similar business as 
indicators for possible future change. 
On the other hand, investigation of what other influences are in play within the 
neighborhood that could be influencing change is essential. This investigation is where planners 
and other design professionals come into play regarding revitalization and economic growth in 
urban areas. As we look to the future of our communities, we need to examine; what efforts are 
being made, what types of economies are being supported, and what neighborhood and 
community strategies are being utilized to enact change or manage the growth of our urban 
neighborhoods. These structural and external influences will be essential to understanding and 
envisioning the future of the communities. 
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Appendix A - Survey 
What is your role in the community? (circle as many that apply)  
Resident Business Owner Brewery Worker Brewery Owner  
Community Leader Brewery Patron Other: 
How often do you visit brewpubs? 
Never Rarely (1-3x a year) Frequently (1-3x a month) Regular Patron (weekly) 
Do you think that brewpub(s) have a positive impact on the social factors of your 
neighborhood? 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree 
Do you think that brewpub(s) have a positive impact on the economic factors of your 
neighborhood? 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree 
Do you think brewpub(s) have a positive overall impact on your neighborhood? 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree 
What is your perception of brewpub(s) in your neighborhood? 
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